THE   FIRE   COURT
so that the remainder of them might stay to help London,1 and?
only nineteen days after the passage of the Act, the first batch
of judgments was given.
At the risk of interrupting the City's stock-taking, it seems
worth while stopping for a moment to watch the work of the
Court and to find out how it so completely won the confidence
of the citizens. Remember all the time that it was totally and
joyfully novel to them. Its procedure was simple. Unlike
other courts it demanded few fees and wasted no time. The
plaintiff had not to prepare an elaborate pleading tricked out
with complicated verbal formulae. He could, and often did,
conduct his case in person.   'Mr.-----being counsel for the
plaintiff'2 may frequently appear in the records, but 'the
plaintiff being present in court in person, did declare . . .' is
an entry with which one soon becomes familiar. Nor were the
dice loaded against such a man. Nobody was allowed to try to
trip him up or to draw him into time-wasting asides. If he pre-
sented his facts as clearly as he knew how, and honestly declared
his purpose, the Court was well satisfied. Nor, if his opponent
was refractory or deliberately obstructive, was he troubled with
dark possibilities of delay or unbearable expense. The worst
that he had to fear was the loss of a morning whilst the Judges
made suggestions and tried to bring the recalcitrant to reason.
Then, if suggestions and reasoning failed, the case was delayed
no longer. The Court had powers specially designed to enable
it to deal with such persons, and it was not afraid to use them.
With the facts before them the Judges made their decree, and
the shifts of the defendant were at an end. The plaintiff had
nothing further to fear. The defendant could appeal, but, if
the facts had been correctly given, there was no likelihood of the
judgment being reversed. Actually that course was rarely
taken. Even in the early months, before the Court's procedure
had grown familiar, appeals were seldom ventured upon.
Seventy decisions were given between February 27th and May
1 News Letter, February i4th, 1667, in Col. S> P. Dom., 1666-67, p. 514.
* I have substituted the more modern term for the 'petitioner' always used by the Court,
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